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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO

Faculty Minutes
1966-1967

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
October 26, 1966

To:
From:

All Members of the Faculty
John N. Durrie, Secretary

Subject:

Meeting of University Faculty

The first 1966-67 meeting of the University Faculty will be held
on Tuesday, November 15 (the second Tuesday, which is the usual
time, is Election Day) in Mitchell Hall 101, at 4:00 p.m.
Several items for the agenda are already in hand, but I would
appreciate having any others no later than Monday morning,
November 7. The completed agenda will be mailed to the Faculty
on the 8th.
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NOTE: As in previous years, meetings of the University Faculty
will normally be held on the second Tuesday of each month during
the school year except when there are no items of business to
justify a meeting. Items for the agenda should always reach me
not later than Monday morning of the preceding week. In the event
that an item is received after the deadline or otherwise does not
appear on the mimeographed agenda, the i tern.· shall be introduced to
the Faculty, by the responsible person, under the heading of "new
business". The call for this, together with requests for "old
business" and announcements, will follow items listed on the
regular agenda. Although it is always preferable that any pertinent written material about proposals requiring Faculty action be
distributed with the agenda in advance of the meeting, the Secretai:y
will still be happy to distribute at the meeting any material concerning last-minute items which are to be introduced under "new
business."
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November 9, 1966
To:

All Members of the Faculty

From:

John N. Durrie, Secretary

Subject:

...

Meeting of University Faculty

The first 1966-67 meeting of the University Faculty will be held
on Tuesday, November 15, in Mitchell Hall 101, at 4:00 p.m.
The agenda will include the following items:
1.

Nomination by the Policy Committee to fill a vacancy on the
Curricula Committee -- Professor Weihofen

2.

The Master of Education in Science degree -- Dean Springer
for the Graduate Committee. (Statement attached.)

3.

Recommendation for revision of the policy concerning research
involving healthy human beings -- Dean Travelstead
(Statement attached.)

4.

Annual report of Scholarships, Prizes, and Loans Committee,
as required by Faculty by-laws -- Professor Buchanan
(Statement attached.)

5.

Annual report of Athletic Council, as required by Faculty
by-laws -- Professor Daub.

6.

Resolution, "The Draft and the Educational Process"
Professor Schmidt. ( Statement A attached.)
II

II

7.

Resolution, "Student Draft Deferments" -- Professor Selinger.
(Statement "B" attached.)

8.

Resolution concerning the draft -- Professor Duncan.
(Statement "C" attached.)

9.

Correspondence between President Popejoy, Captain Goodrich,
and Mr. Thackrey relative to the draft. (Statement "n"
attached.)

10. Materials submitted by Professor Koschmann -- (Statement "E"
attached.)

Enclosures:

Voting Faculty, Semester I, 1966-67
Summarized Minutes, June 8, 1966

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
Faculty Meeting
November 15, 1966

1.4

(Summarized Minutes)
The November 15, 1966, meeting of the University Faculty was called
to order by President Popejoy at 4:00 p.m., with a quorum present.

'I

.

A petition, signed by twelve students and distributed at the door,
requested that the Faculty consider as the first item on its agenda
the question of open versus closed meetings of the University Faculty.
Professor Edgel, for the Policy Committee, reviewed an earlier
discussion concerning this question and noted the feeling at that
time that the presence of outsiders would have a deterrent effect
upon free expression of opinion in arriving at decisions on University matters; also that the reporting of Faculty discussions might
be misinterpreted and taken out of context. Mr. Edgel and the
President also commented on the fact that there are presently five
standing committees of the Faculty and four other committees named
in the Student Constitution whose membership includes both student
and faculty members; and that these committees invite the free exchange of ideas between these groups. A final point to be made was
that the Faculty Constitution is specific in designating the membership of the University Faculty and in indicating that meetings were
to be held by this body.
It was thereupon voted that faculty meetings, as heretofore, be open
only to members of the faculty.
The agenda contained several items relative to the drafting of students, and it was explained by the President that he had asked the
Policy Committee for advice as to the relevance of these matters for
faculty discussion. Based on the Policy Committee's recommendation,
the chair ruled that the general matter of student deferment was one
which affected the University as a whole, within the meaning of
Article I, Section 2 (3) of the Faculty Constitution, and was therefore admissible for discussion. It was also his ruling that a discussion of suggestions such as those regarding a lottery, the draft
or its detailed procedures, or the withholding of information concerning a student's class standing would be out of order.
Making a plea for procedures of "due process," the President suggested the referral of the question of student deferment and problems
therein involved to the Student Affairs Committee whose jurisdiction
includes "those non-academic matters affecting the welfare and interest of the student body and student groups, including relationships between students and faculty." He suggested further that the
Committee hold open hearings where the entire University community
would have an opportunity to participate.
After considerable discussion, it was moved and seconded that the
matter of the deferment of students (excluding other matters of the
draft) be referred to the Student Affairs Committee with instructions

15
to report back to the Faculty at its next meeting. Implicit in the
motion was the understanding that an open hearing would be held by
the Committee. The motion carried.
Professor Alexander, for the Policy Committee, nominated Professor
Dyer as a replacement for Professor Caton on the Curricula Committee. The nomination was approved by the Faculty.
Assistant Dean Steger, on behalf of the Graduate Committee, recommended that the availability of the Master of Education in Science
degree be limited to students presently enrolled in the program;
that such students may exercise the option of receiving the Master
of Arts in Teaching degree instead: and that only the latter degree
will be available to those persons newly enrolled. This recommendatien was approved by the Faculty.
Dean Travelstead, chairman of an ad hoc committee appointed by the
President, suggested a revision in the "Policy and Procedures Concerning Research Involving Human Subjects," approved by the Faculty
on April 13, 1965. By agreement of the sponsoring committee,
item l(a) of the procedures was changed to indicate that the University Committee on Human Subjects would be nominated by the Policy
Committee rather than appointed by the Academic Vice President. A
motion to recommit the revised policy statement to the ad hoc
committee for further study was defeated, and the statement, as
amended above, was then approved by the Faculty.
The meeting adjourned at 5:40 p.m.

John N. Durrie, Secretary

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
FACULTY MEETING
November 15, 1966

The November 15th, 1966 meeting of the University
Faculty was called to order by President Popejoy at 4:05
p.m., with a quorum present.
PRESIDENT POPEJOY Over the years I have had occasion to measure the volume of membership at faculty
meetings, and I should say that possibly one time each
year we seem to have more interest in what is going on
at the University than most of the time. I do not
mean to say that we lack a quorum here on occasion,
but there have been times when I have ~ tten ~"lf
count and we have proceeded on that basis l
I would like first here to make a suggestion to
the Faculty, and that is that we move to the item which
brings you here first, with the thought that in making
this suggestion I will also suggest a procedure for
the Faculty in the problem which we face today. Now
if you don't want to do this, or if it should develop
that the procedure which I suggest is not reasonable
to you, then I suspect we had better go back and start
at the first of the agenda because some of these items,
although routine, need to be passed or defeated by the
Faculty.
In reviewing the constitution, I find under the
section concerning responsibilities that the University
Faculty shall have the right of review and final action
in regard to the following:
(1) Formulation of institutional aims, (2) creation of new colleges, departments
and divisions, (3) major curricular changes, and other
matters which, in the opinion of the President of the
University or his delegate, affect the institution as
a whole. In tryin~~.!o determine whether or not these
resolutions which ~
been presented to the Faculty
with the agenda -- as to whether they come within the
framework of the constitution, I have gone to the Policy
Committee for some advice -- your representatives in
this sense. We had a discussion at length. I left the
meeting before they made their decision, and I have a
letter from that committee which I would like to read

Faculty
Responsibilit:i::s
Draft
Resolu tion s
St u den t
De f erment
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to you:

..

"RESOLVF.D, that the Policy Committee advise
the President of the University that in the judgment of the Policy Committee the matter of student
deferment is a matter that affects the University
as a whole within the meaning of Section 2(3) of
the Faculty Constitution and is a matter which
could properly be brought before the Faculty.
"RESOLVED, that in the opinion of the Policy
Committee items !,irpt and Second under the heading
'Obligation of the University to its students' of
the memorandum designated '(c)• in the materials
submitted to the Policy Committee and the phrase
'and urges that a common lottery be adopted as
the bases for any selective service system' contained in the last two lines of the resolution
designated' (B}' in the materials submitted to
the Policy Committee concern matters which are not
within the meaning of Section 2(3} of the Faculty
Constitution and should not be admitted to debate
by the Faculty."
These are the minutes -- copy of the minutes sent
to me by Professor Edgel and he is here acting as the
Chairman of the Policy Committee, and I would like to
ask him to make any comments that he cares to make at
this time. Professor Edgel.
f't<cFE"5sciz :Du0o,s
A Mr. President, may
have a large number of students
decision as to whether they can
to have that decision made. We

I please interrupt? We
waiting outside for a
come in. We would lik
can't hear back here.

POPEJOY I think the question of the students'
admission might be decided rather quickly if we move
to the procedural problem.
l)Ue,ot5

POPEJOY
.DV001S

I do not wish to make a motion.
You do?

I don't know what to move • • • Shall I?
I move they not be admitted. Is that right?

11/15/66, p. 3
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POPEJOY

Professor Edgel has the floor.

PROFESSOR EDGEL This is not a new question. This
was brought by the President to the Policy Committee.
The Policy Committee considered a number of issues,
among them the question of what matters could properly
be brought before the Faculty as such, as an official
body representing the Faculty of the University of New
Mexico, and while this issue was debated at some length
and certain points were raised; for example, within the
Faculty itself individual members should properly bring
before the floor almost any matter they wish. It was
ou.t"considered judgment that Section 2(3) of the Faculty
Constitution really concerns itself with matters that
are of concern to the general interests of the University
and the University as such and, therefore, since the
matter of student deferment was a matter of concern to
the University community as such, it was properly within the jurisdiction of the Faculty. But I think I am
representing the cons ensus of the committee -- and there
are other members here who may wish to rise and question
this -- we felt that the general issue of the draft and
the procedural policies of the draft were not properly
matters of consideration of the Faculty as such, that
the question of who should be sent to military service,
to active fighting, was not a question which should be
brought before the Faculty as such because, while these
issues concern us all as citizens, they are not related directly to the affairs of the University.
I
feel that, possibly, under the circumstances under
which the present issue is brought to us, this may be
-- appear to be a splitting of hairs, I am not sure
procedurally how one actually handles it and I sympathize with the President in chairing the meeting in
precisely how to carry out the recommendations which
the Policy Committee made to him, but as nearly as I
can state them I think these are the conclusions which
the Policy Committee reached.
If there is another
member who wishes to elaborate on this I would be
happy to have him do so.

..

POPEJOY I think what I should do at this time
is inform you -- you have, I think, a copy of the
letter a certain group of students have sent to me
and to you. As I remember the letter, they wanted us,

Open vs Closed
Meetings of
the Faculty
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as the first order of business, to make a decision as
to whether or not we wanted students in this meeting to
listen. This matter has been up before in this session,
or in the Faculty, I believe, and as I said, publicly
more or less in the Lobo, Jlie Faculty is the body
which would make that decision.
I had felt in talking
to the Policy Committee the other day that the constitution itself provides that the Faculty, the official
faculty group, is made up of the members of the Faculty
with certain administrative officers being included in
the constitution and, on that basis, it is surely obvious that the faculty members represent the group.
Now whether you want students to listen to your
debate I suppose is a matter that you would have to
decide yourself. The procedure which I am going to
suggest to you will give the students an opportunity
to grapple with the problem which is with us at this
time. Maybe you won't want to do that, but I am saying
to you now that I will propose this to you. On the
other hand I have to say that the students have asked
to be first on the agenda. This is quite a move, of
course, rearranging the position on the agenda after
it has been made, but if you want them this is up to
you.
PROFESSOR BLUM
SEVERAL MEMBERS

Is a motion in order?
Yes.

BLUM I should like to move that the faculty
meeting be only open to members of the Faculty.
PROFESSOR CAMPBELL
POPEJOY

Second.

Is there any discussion?

PROFESSOR ANDERSON Yes.
I would like to speak
in favor of having open meetings for meetings only involving the general Faculty -- I don't mean committees,
Arts and Sciences meetings, that type of thing, but
when the whole Faculty meets as a body representing the
whole University, in a sense the whole University community is involved. Also there is a question in my
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mind about our responsibility to the whole community
as to whether meetings of the Faculty, as the general
Faculty, should be open or closed, and I don't see
any reason why discussion would be hampered at all
in having other people, students, non-students, or
anyone else, listen to the proceedings that take
place in general £aculty meetings. By this time
most of the committee decisions have been discussed.
I am probably the only one, but I would like to offer
that position.
EDGEL Mr. President, I think in 1956 that this
matter was brought before the Policy Committee in a
slightly different fashion. Students wanted members
of -- I think the Student President only, but it may
have been members and the President generally to be
admitted to the faculty meetings and the Policy Committee, for a number of reasons, among them the fact
that they felt that discussion of many issues would be
inhibited by the presence of so-called outsiders, and
the Policy Committee recommended that the faculty meetings not be open to any so-called outsiders. If I may
speak further to the gentleman's argument, it seems to
me that not only would it inhibit discussion to have
outsiders present; I think that sometimes the reporting of some of our discussions might be completely
misinterpreted, taken out of context, and it seems to
me that faculty meetings would either become a shambles
or we would all simply "clam up", as the saying goes.
It seems to me, further, it would be violating the
Constitution of the Faculty to admit outsiders. Now
this doesn't mean that, upon specific occasions, we
could not invite or extend a special invitation to
someone. On the other hand, you will recognize that
there is, particularly in matters such as the one which
we are presently concerned with, a strong student interest. As a matter of faculty interest, the students
probably have a more immediate interest and a more
immediate concern than most of us do, and I feel that
it is the responsibility of the Faculty to understand
student views. I would also point out to you that I
think that, within the structure of the University,
particularly with reference to the structure of our
committee system, there are channels provided for
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communication between the students and the Faculty and
that our committee system usually works as a system
whereby a committee is assigned certain responsibilities and, if it considers a matter of faculty concern,
can bring it before the Faculty with recommendations,
and I believe there is a motion on the floor which,
at the present time, prohibits me from making any other
motion but I am prepared to make a motion that this
matter of student deferment be referred to the Student
Affairs Committee and that they be asked to obtain student views and report back to the Faculty those views
and their recommendations.
SEVERAL MEMBERS

Question.

Student
Affairs
Committee

Question.

POPEJOY The question? All in favor of the motion
that the faculty meeting will be for members of the
Faculty only. All in favor -- excuse me, Professor
Cottrell.
PROFESSOR COTTRELL
POPEJOY
saying aye.
II

I was just going to vote.

All in favor of the motion, indicate by
11

FACULTY

Aye.

POPEJOY

Opposed?

FACULTY

No .

POPEJOY The "aye's" have it.
Is it correct for
me to assume now that we can proceed with the agenda
before you.
Is there any objection to this at all?
I read the constitution, which gives the President a
great deal of authority in regard to what shall come
before the Faculty and, as I read it, there is no
appeal from my judgment and this places upon me a
tremendous responsibility which gives me quite a bit
of concern about what to do, but I have the feeling
that, in the end, the Faculty should be able to debate
the general question of deferment of students, as
Professor Edgel has indicated, but I also would like
for you to consider seriously -- I am saying this from
the chair as a matter of procedure which could be followed -- that we look upon our policies in the past in
the sense that practically all of the major policies
which this Faculty has approved from time to time have

Student
Deferment
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come out of committees of the Faculty and been brought
to the floor at faculty meetings for a discussion of
the recommendations of the committee.
In saying this, and in reacting to the motion
which you have made about having students present here,
it seems to me we ought to look at what the Faculty has
done in the past in regard to student participation in
matters in which they have a considerable interest through
the use of faculty-student committees, and I thought I
would list these committees for your consideration of the
problem as a whole. The faculty committees which are
recommended by the Policy Committee include the cultural Program Committee which has six faculty members and
eight students, the Student Affairs Committee which, as
I mentioned, has the Dean of Students, five faculty
members and five students, the Student Publications
Board which has four faculty members and five students,
the Student Standards which has four faculty members and
four students, and the Committee on the University which
has four faculty members, four administrators and four
students and two alumni members. These are regular
committees of the General Faculty which come to you
for approval each year.

FacultyStudent
Committees

Now there are four other committees in the University on which faculty members serve which are based on
the student constitution, I believe, or precedent. One
is the Radio Board, on which a faculty member serves,
the other is the Student Union Board, and there is
another committee called the National-International
Committee which has faculty members, and finally the
Rally Com Committee.
We also have a tradition in the University, and
have had over the years, of trying to follow the procedure of due process. The due process, as you know, is
pointed out very carefully in our rules and regulations
and procedures for faculty members when they are being
challenged or have occasion to answer to some committee as to their approach to some particular matter
which impinges upon their continued stay at the University -- and what do we mean in that sense, "due process?"
It seems to me that it means that the people involved
are the ones who should have a chance to discuss matters

Due Process
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and I believe, in this sense, the Faculty has something at stake in the deferment of students from the
point of view of the University as a whole. Perhaps
it is limited in the sense that Professor Edgel said,
but I also believe the students have a great deal at
stake in the matter and I think, if we are going to
consider the students' point of view as we should, some
kind of corrunittee arrangement has to be brought into
view where students have an opportunity to express
themselves and where the corrunittee has a chance to
take evidence from people who want to appear. This
is the American way to study problems and make decisions, in my judgment, where it heavily involves the
activities of students, as in the circumstances wh~ch
we have before us.
The Student Affairs Corrunittee in this sense, as
Professor Edgel pointed out, seems to be the logical
one, and I will read to you the obligations and duties
of this corrunittee.
"The Student Affairs Corrunittee serves as an
advisory council to the Dean of Students. Within
its jurisdiction are those non-academic matters
affecting the welfare and interest of the student1"
body and student groups, including relationships
between students and faculty. The Corrunittee is
the natural channel for student proposals requiring
either faculty or administrative action. The Committee is not concerned with the application of
student discipline."
My suggestion would be that this matter of the
deferment of students and the problems involved could
very well be referred to the Student Affairs Corrunittee
for action, for hearings where the entire University
corrununity would have an opportunity to present their
cases. Now if you want to turn this down, this is
fine. This is just a suggestion to you. If you want
to go along with it, that will be just fine too.
BLUM Could they be also requested or instructed
to report back to the Faculty at the next faculty meeting
with appropriate action or recorrunendation?
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POPEJOY
procedure.

Yes, I would assume this would be the

PROFESSOR DABNEY Mr. Chairman, I move that the
matter be referred to the Student Affairs Committee.
MEMBER

Second.

MR. DURRIE
MEMBER
POPEJOY
debate.

Who seconded, please?

Professor Fleck.
The matter is open for discussion and

PROFESSOR DUNCAN Mr. Chairman, I think I oppose
this motion for the reason I doubt if we will get as
many Faculty out at that particular meeting as we would
like to have. I say this because the A.A.U.P. Chapter
here on the campus held a meeting not too long ago at
which few people appeared from the Faculty and fewer
people appeared from the student body, and everybody
was invited. It is true there were only two resolutions at that time, and I think everyone who attended
that meeting felt that it would be very proper to discuss this matter in the faculty meeting since the A.A.U.P.
is University sponsored. So if this motion means that
we should postpone any discussion of the draft here
this afternoon, I think we might find we would not have
the number of people here, or perhaps not as many people
who have a contribution to make to that discussion.
POPEJOY

Dean Travelstead.

DEAN TRAVELSTEAD I wish to speak in favor of the
motion for two or three reasons. I was in the minority
on the previous vote. I thought the students should be
admitted. Since we were defeated on that, I think it
would be better, before this group does come to some
con9ensus, to have students and Faculty discuss these
things together, to have the points they think quite
important brought to our attention and then, Bob, I
think it should be brought back to this group and then
this group come to a decision at that time. I think it
would be much better for the students and for this
Faculty.

.

24
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PROFESSOR DRUMMOND In the sense of the point
Professor Duncan made, I think the motion needs amendment b ecause the motion merely states that it be
referred to the Student Affairs Committee. I would
like to amend the motion to read, "and that committee
be instructed to report back to this Faculty at the
next meeting of the Faculty .. "
PROFESSOR SELINGER
•

DABNEY

Second.

I am delighted to go along with the amend-

ment.
MEMBER Mr. Chairman, does the motion assume that
if this is referred to the Student Affairs Committee
there will be no further discussion here this afternoon?
POPEJOY
MEMBER
motion.

That is my assumption.
Then I am very strongly opposed to the

POPEJOY Mr. Durrie looked up Rober~s· Rules of
Order and a majority is needed to pass this motion.
Is that right, Mr. Durrie?
DURRIE
POPEJOY
DURRIE

Ye~,sir.
Any other comment?

Are you ready to vote?

This is on the amendment?

POPEJOY The maker said he didn't object, but we
can vote on the amendment. All in favor of the amendment to have it brought back to the Faculty at its next
meeting, indicate by saying "aye."
FACULTY

Aye.

POPEJOY

Opposed?

SEVERAL MEMBERS

No.

POPEJOY Carried. Now the original motion is
before you, with the amendment approved.

11/15/66, p. 11

EDGEL One question. Could we get clarified what
this matter is -- whic h items on the present agenda 1
just for the record.
POPEJOY

Yes.

Which numbers are they?

MEMBER Mr. President, I think a number of us
assumed we were voting on the amendment, not the main
motion.
SEVERAL MEMBERS
POPEJOY

That's right.

We haven't voted on the original motion

yet.
DURRIE
through 9.
EDGEL
DURRIE

I would assume this referred to Items 6

10?
10, if Professor Koschrnann •••

BLUM I would like to say, in favor of the motion,
I am strongly convinced the draft will be with us next
month exactly as it is today and whatever action is
discussed today, we could well have the same discussion
next month, particularly in view of the fact that this
came out rather late and we really haven't had much
time to study it.

MEMBER

Aye, aye, sir.

MEMBER

Question.

MEMBER

Point of order.

PROFESSOR DRUMMOND I would like to hear from
Professor Wynn why he is so negative. He indicated
that and I would like to hear from him the rationale
behind his negativism.

•

DEAN WYNN I don't want you to assume it is negativism. I am not opposed to the motion entirely nor
completely, in that I have no objection to having this
matter go before the Student Affairs Committee, but I
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27

i.

think it would fare better there and discussion there
be more meaningful if some student agency had discussed
this matter and put its views before the Student Affairs Commi_t tee and if this Faculty had discussed this
matter and put its views before that Committee, and I
would hate to see us waste all of this time coming
here today.
I spent an hour this afternoon reading
these resolutions. I have no objection to its being
referred 'later to the Student Affairs Committee.
DRUMMOND

..

Thank you.

PROFESSOR WOODHOUSE I would like to second Dean
Wynn's suggestion. If I were a member of the Student
Affairs Committee and had this dropped in my lap, I
would feel rather helpless not to have any sense at all
of the frame of reference the Faculty uses in approaching this question. It seems to me it might be consistent with the Rules of Order, Mr. President, to allow
a limited period of debate on the issue for the purpose
of acquainting those persons who are here and who are interested and who may be, as a matter of fact, members
of the Student. Affairs Committee with some conception
of what ideas the Fa~ulty has on this question.
DEAN SMITH Did the chair rule as to whether item
10 is included in this motion or not?
POPEJOY The chair ruled that the only matter before the Faculty at this time is the general question
of deferment. Details of the proposal made by faculty
members to the Policy Committee, as I understand it,
have been ruled out, and I am inclined to go along with
the Policy Committee on that interpretation. Is this
right, Mr. Edgel?
TRAVELSTEAD Mr. President, I would like to amend
the motion, that this matter specifically refers to
students and excludes other matters of the draft.
POPEJOY I believe that amendment is in order.
Actually its interpretation represents my own decision
as to what would -- or should be brought before the
Faculty under this tremendous responsibility I have.
In this one sentence of it I am going along with the
Policy Committee on that point.

'
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COTTRELL
debatable.

Mr. President, I believe that is all

MEMBER The motion simply said "the matter before
the house, " and I think it would be well to make it more
definite.
MEMBER

Second the motion.

POPEJOY

Would you state it again, please?

11fAvi; t,c;;f~If~

Well, I would say the matter in the original
motion should be specifically defined as the deferment
of university students and not including other matters
of the draft.

an
as
to
Is

POPEJOY I think that we can either us.e this as
interpretation of the original motion, or use it
an amendment. It would probably be better, I think,
use it as an amendment to the motion originally made.
there a second?
EDGEL

There was a second.

POPEJOY

Are you ready to vote on the amendment?

SEVERAL MEMBERS

Question.

P~PEJOY

All in favor, indicate by saying "aye."

FACULTY

Aye.

POPEJOY

Opposed?

SEVERAL MEMBERS
POPEJOY

No.

Carried.

PROFESSOR ALEXANDER As I understand the interpretation of the original motion, it implied that the
Student Affairs Committee would, in all probability,
hold an open hearing of some sort. Even though the
open hearing of the A.A.U.P. was not so successful,
as Professor Duncan has told us, perhaps now people
are ready for that open hearing.
I hate to add
another amendment to this, but I wish simply to
recommend, and not to ask for an amendment, then,
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that if this is passed and if this motion is, therefore, referred to the Student Affairs Conunittee, that
an open hearing be held where students and Faculty
could debate.

•

POPEJOY I think personally this is very fine.
I believe the committee should have a hearing, and I
think I used the statement before, "due process," where
students and faculty members would have such an opportunity.

•

PROFESSOR COOPER I would like to move to amend
the main motion that, in addition to other matters,
items 6, 8, 9 and 10 of this agenda be referred to the
conunittee.
MEMBER

Second.

MEMBER Point of order. The chair has already
ruled that 6 to 9 shall be included.
BLUM
COOPER

May I ask the proposer, why number 10?
It is the same issue.

BLUM There seem to be 14 documents, by count,
and they all relate to that same thing.
PROFESSOR KOSCHMANN I would rule them out if
they do not specifically refer to the drafting of
University students.
•

•

POPEJOY I think Professor Koschmann is right,
but I also think this committee is not going to be
inhibited in its discussion on this matter but, from
the point of view of the constitution, I have ruled
that the matter before the house relates to the
reconunendation of the Policy Conunittee, which took
out these individual proposals and left it generally
in the area of student deferment. And if you get into
the general area of student deferment, it seems to me
these other suggestions will come before that group
by the students and by faculty members.
MEMBER

Question.
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POPEJOY We voted on the amendments and we have
had discussion. Are you ready to vote, or do you want
some more discussion?
MEMBER
POPEJOY
MEMBER

\

.

Was there a second to this amendment?
Which one?
I didn't hear a second.

POPEJOY I think we explained it to Mr. Cooper
that this was out of order, in a sense, on the basis
of the interpretation which I have used in going along
with the Policy Committee.
MEMBER

Oh, I see.

POPEJOY It does not inhibit the activities of
the committee so, in a sense, the motion will be
carried out by that committee.
MEMBER My question, then -- one question, only.
Do I stand corrected or would item 10 be precluded as
far as being brought up at this faculty meeting later?
POPEJOY
DURRIE
POPEJOY
MEMBER
POPEJOY

What is item 10?
That is Dr.. Koschmann' s resolution.
That's right.
It would still be •••
It would be open at the faculty meeting.
/11£1 £IL

PROFESSOR
I would like to add one more
voice. As a member of the Student Affairs Committee I
would like to add one more voice to the recommendation
that there be some time -- and I would rather not a
limited time -- devoted today to getting the principal
views out on the floor.
I anticipate some trepidation
in having this problem dumped in our laps and I would
appreciate a little discussion myself, and I would like
to support Dr. Woodhouse and others who have raised this
point.
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EDGEL Mr. President, I suspect, in a sense, you
have ruled that discussion on this matter, that is,
6, 7, 8 and 9, would not be held today provided this
motion passes: however, there was nothing in the motion
itself which necessarily precludes some discussion in
order to help the Student Affairs representatives of
the Faculty as they face this somewhat awesome task.
We might have some clarification on that point.
POPEJOY Yes. As far as I am concerned, I think
it would be satisfactory for faculty members to express
themselves on this matter at this time if they would
like to. I don't know whether I am within Roberts'
Rules of Order on this question of referral. I think
it is debatable and possibly -- I am sure it is
debatable, and the question then of debate -- it is
possible that some members of the Faculty would like
to talk to the general question so that members of the
Student Affairs Conunittee here could receive the benefit of these expressions. Do you want to do this?
TRAVELSTEAD
POPEJOY

...

May I speak to that motion?

Yes.

TRAVELSTEAD I think the sequence might well be,
on behalf of the students, if we choose to have a brie~
period of discussion -- and I submit it will not be a
brief period of discussion if this matter is opened up
-- there somehow will come out of it an official consensus, a crystallization of views, which I think
would make less strong what we are asking the Student
Affairs Conunittee to do because if this body discusses
the matter and comes to some such consensus it makes
the other after the fact.
I am for granting the students a chance in this before it gets to this body to
voice any opinion or vote on it, or the other will have
little or no influence.
SEVERAL MEMBERS

Hear, hear.

MEMBER I want to make a mandatory motion -- a
motion which is mandatory. I move we vote on the main
question.
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MEMBER

Hear, hear on that.

POPEJOY There is a call for the question.
ready to vote?
MEMBERS

Are you

Question.

POPEJOY All in favor of the motion as indicated,
that this matter of student deferment be referred to the
Student Affairs Conunittee, indicate by saying "aye."

FACULTY

Aye.

POPEJOY

Opposed?

FACULTY

No.

POPEJOY

The motion is carried.

DEAN LAVENDER Mr. President, I ask consent of the
Faculty to notify the students of these two actions.
They asked me to notify them.
PROFESSOR DUBOIS Would you please ask them to go
away at the same time?
LAVENDER

Any objection?

POPEJOY The chair releases you. I hope the Faculty
will remain now. The first item to be considered is the
nomination by the Policy Committee to fill a vacancy on
the curricula Conunittee. Professor Alexander.
ALEXANDER I may do this as a carry-over representative of the sub-committee on committees last spring.
The Policy Committee wishes to move that Professor Jack
Dyer, Sociology Department, replace Professor Roy Caton,
Chemistry Department, in view of Professor Caton's request for release from that Committee.
POPEJOY

Is there a second?

SEVERAL MEMBERS

Second .

POPEJOY Any discussion? ••
motion indicate by saying "aye."
FACULTY

Aye .

All in favor of the

Replacement
on Curricula
Committee
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POPEJOY Opposed? ••• Carried. The Master of
Education in Science degree will be presented by Asst.
Dean Steger for the Graduate Conunittee.
DEAN STEGER Be,fore I present this motion on behalf
of Dean Springer -- he would have presented it on behalf of the Graduate Conunittee, but he went out of town
-- I think a few explanatory remarks would be in order.
This motion has a long story and I will try to be brief.
In 1958 the Faculty approved a program leading to the
Master of Education in Science for teachers that participated in the NSF Institute, and this program was
initially approved for a period of three years, and
then in subsequent years it was given extended life.
In 1964 the Faculty decided to extend the life of this
program for as long as the NSF continued to support
institutes. Last spring Professor Ivins of the College
of Education, Professor Blum and Professor Hillman of
the Department of Mathematics, and Dean Springer, in an
effort to improve the training of teachers of mathematics, developed a new program for mathematics teachers
in the NSF Institute and this program would, generally
speaking, fall within the framework of the existing
Master of Arts in teaching degrees that we currently
have at the University.
This proposal that has been prepared by these four
men subsequently was presented to the Graduate Conunittee
and, on September 22nd of this year, the Graduate Committee voted unanimously to, and I quote, "that the
proposal by Professor Ivins re the M.A.T. (Mathematics)
option be accepted; that the students presently enrolled
be informed by memo that they may exercise the option
of picking up the M.A.T . instead of the M.Ed. in Sci.,
and that henceforth only the M.A.T. will be available
to newly enrolled." To those of you who have trouble
following these things, this appears on the second page
of these documents handed out. It was taken from that
verbatim. I should now like to move that the Faculty
approve this action of the Graduate Conunittee.
PROFESSOR IVINS
and make a conunent?
POPEJOY

You may.

Second.

May I second the motion

Go ahead.

Mas ter o f
Sc i ence in
Educati o n
Degree
Mas ter o f
Art s in
Teaching
Degree
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IVINS I would like to make a few brief comments without going into any further, lengthy exposition of the background of this matter, which I
think is very complex but, in the context of our
meeting today, not especially significant. I would
like to indicate that my duties of the past perhaps
justify my speaking to this motion. I am aware, too,
that in the effort to simplify this matter for the
Faculty I will almost certainly over-simplify it, and
I guess I will have to face that consequence, but I
feel sure that the Faculty will approve my effort to
make a little clearer the purpose of this motion and
also the central issue upon which it should make up
its collective mind. I think that neither the purpose nor the central issue are clear in the materials
that were sent to the Faculty, and that is the reason
for my remark.
In the first place, as Professor Steger has
indicated, the purpose is to make possible in the
programs of students presently in summer institute
programs in mathematics the substitution of the M.A.T.
degree, which has been approved and which is a standard
degree, for the Master of Education in Science degree
which, to put it mildly, is an impossible degree, a
degree that we would like to kill now, once and forever
more. That is the purpose. The consensus, I might add,
favors this action, not just in the Graduate Committee
but also in the Faculty -- among the interested
Faculty, I should say.
Now let me proceed to what I think is the issue,
and this will be grossly over-simplified. The issue
really boils down to this: Do we favor making an
exception, which I am about to describe, in the Plan
II M.A.T. degree? The exception would be this: The
general framework of the Plan II degree requires a
student to do 12 hours of work on the 500 level or
higher, 12 or more hours. We have the assurance of
the Mathematics Department that, for typical public
school mathematics teachers, this is literally impossible. At the same time, the Mathematics Department
feels, as do the members of the Secondary Education
Department, that the advantages of a high-level program in mathematics should not be prohibited to these
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teachers. Consequently we have already approved the
upgrading of certain courses in secondary education
numbered previously 429 to 529 level. These are
workshop courses taught by members of the Mathematics
Department which carry a secondary education degree,
not a mathematics degree.
The exception we are asking for in this motion
is that the students trying to get the M.A. in
teaching, not mathematics, be allowed to satisfy the
requirements of the degree by offering eight or more
hours on the 500-level rather than twelve or more.
And I think now, to proceed to my over-simplification,
the issue is this: Do we favor making an exception to
the usual Plan II pattern for masters' degrees by reducing the required 500-level work from twelve to
eight hours in preference to continuing a degree program which presently requires no 500-level work and
includes six hours of undergraduate course work. My
belief is the Faculty will support this. I think
that the Faculty will recognize that this is a step
in a direction we would like to take -- not as long
a step as we should like to take, but it is in the
right direction.
BLUM

Call for the question, quick.

SEVERAL MEMBERS
POPEJOY

Question.

Question.

Are you ready for the question?

SEVERAL MEMBERS

Question.

POPEJOY

All in favor, indicate by saying "aye."

FACULTY

Aye.

POPEJOY Opposed? •• Carried. Item number 3
is a recommendation for revision of the policy concerning research involving healthy human beings. This
meeting is going to become more interesting all the
time. Dean Travelstead.
TRAVELSTEAD I will speak in behalf of the committee, the names of whose members are listed on the

Research
Involving
Healthy
Human Beings
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third page. This is an ad hoc cormnittee which has been
working for the past two or two and a half years. In
April of 1965 this Faculty passed a policy procedure
paper that now controls this, but we left this meeting
with considerable doubt about that policy and have felt,
since then, that some changes were in order. I want
to give you one of those differences so you will see
1he reasons for the revised version. The other policy
dealt only with healthy human beings. You will remember that we predicated our own policy on what Harvard
used, and they used that phrase all the way through -dealing only with healthy human beings. But it is a
little difficult to decide who is healthy and who is
not healthy. We don't want to draw that line. This
involves research in which human beings generally are
used.
That policy allowed the investigator to subject
his proposal to scrutiny if he was in doubt about its
basic assumption and it implied, therefore, if he
wasn't in doubt he could proceed as he saw fit. We
thought that needed to be cleaned up, for obvious
reasons. That policy also involved only one review
body, the University Health Service.
The present policy, for those of you who got that far
in this bundle of materials, is a little more broad and
has a university-wide cormnittee which would have general surveillance over such activities, but would have
a number of research review cormnittees in the several
colleges. The reason is spelled out in the materials.
It makes sense because the group reviewing the project
would be knowledgeable about the proposal moreso than
if one body had to do it for the whole University.
This would include that any such review must have at
least one person outside the college, giving a little
more breadth to it.
One other reason, but I don't think really the
compelling one because we hate to predicate any action
just on what is required from Washington -- in fact,
that might be a negative influence in the eyes of
some people here -- but actually the National Institute of Health required institutions with which it
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does business and makes grants of money, to have a
clear policy meeting not only local needs but consonant
with national po l icy.
Without going into the details of the proposal
-- it is too lengthy -- on behalf of this committee
you asked to serve in this capacity, I move the revised
policy as outlined in these papers be adopted by this
Faculty.
MEMBER
POPEJOY

Second.
The second was by Dean Fitz?

DEAN FITZ
POPEJOY

•

Yes.

Any comments or questions?

PROFESSOR MEIER Yes. I am very unclear as to
just what is included. What is meant by the phrase,
"participation of human subjects?" The lines are not
drawn as to what sorts of research this policy covers
and which it doesn't. For example, in the Sociology
Department it is not uncommon for us to be engaged in
one kind or another of survey research in which we
subject the subject to questions and interview. Would
this sort of thing come under this policy? If so, what
criteria applies? There are a couple of other things
which seem to me rather cumbersome. It seems to me
rather a cumbersome surveillance apparatus to set up
for this kind of operation, but I think I am mainly
concerned with what is included and what is not included, where the lines are drawn, and what sort of
things may be done without going through the procedure
of getting clearance from the surveillance committee
and what sort of thing must come before it.
TRAVELSTEAD Perhaps some member of the committee
would like to respond to this. There are a number of
people deeply involved. Maybe Mr. Fitz, Mr. Logan, or
some of the others would like to respond to that particular inquiry. I will try to give an answer, but I
would prefer not to.
PROFESSOR LOGAN There is a footnote as to what
research would be included. It says, "all research."
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That is what it says. In an effort to help this policy
not be a burden on research such as survey work, there
is a Paragraph 8 in the procedures. The purpose of
this paragraph was to enable departments such as the
Department of Sociology, where there are quite standardized procedures such as survey work, to obtain approval
to do that without every time going to the Arts and
Sciences Research Review Committee_ So that indeed
this policy would require something be approved in the
technics they use for survey work but, once that were
done, the department could continue to do that on an
indefinite basis.
WOODHOUSE May I ask whether the concept of
standardized procedure would include interviews held
by appointment which last three hours and are taperecorded, where the content of the discussion would be
assumed as confidential between interviewee and researcher. Would this be classified as a standardized
procedure which would not require anything more than
just identification as a standardized procedure, or
would it require a full analysis of and description of
the procedure and the project and everything else in
order to be legitimate within the framework of this
proposal.
LOGAN As this policy is written, that would be
at the discretion of the Human Research Review Committee;
that is, if you wanted blanket approval for some procedure
you could submit to them this procedure as you described
it and if they say, 11 0.k. 11 then you have blanket approval.
Or the Committee would not say what things it gave
approval to but would authorize you to go ahead where
the department said that this was all standardized routine. There is no reason continually to go to the
Human Research Review Committee every single time you
want to make a survey.
CAMPBELL Mr. President and faculty members, I
don't think I have to remind you that in this sort of
proposal there is a certain uneasiness in the Department
of Anthropology since we so often deal with human subjects in far off places and people who are so very much
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different from ourselves .. For that reason I am
afra i d I am going to have to vote against this in
principle even though I realize some such policy
might be, to most of you, a necessary thing .. I
would like to read to you -- I circulated among my
faculty the proposal the other day and asked for
comments, and I would like to read to you -- I will
not tell you the faculty member's name but he is
one I highly respect -- his remarks in response to
my circulating the proposal and asking for comments.
He says, "I think the notion of UNM committee reviews
an incredible proposition. I strongly resent the
notion that any research project that I might propose
should be reviewed, likely by people uninformed as
to the problems and unlikely to be able to evaluate
them anyhow, before it can be submitted for support.
The government granting agencies have their own
safeguards. It seems to me that this is adequate.
The arrogance of this proposal and its derogation of
the scientific morality of the faculty is most disturbing. It seems to me that I am perfectly competent
to assess the moral issues of any research that I
propose, and I do not thing a faculty committee will
have a better understanding of the issues. We are
bureaucratized enough without having assorted faculty
groups spending their time in attempting to thwart any
research proposed by a fellow .. If the faculty thinks
the individual members have too feebly developed moral
sense, I fail to see how an aggregation of such morally
blind individuals will be better able to make sound
judgments on the use of human subjects."
Now these are not my sentiments exactly, but
they are approximately. I want to remind you, as an
anthropologist I am going to have to, in principle,
object to the motion for the reasons I have stated.
BUJM Mr. Chairman, could we hear something from
a member of r the medical school? I think it is their
field.
FITZ I am inclined to agree with Professor
Campbell that this kind of control is probably best
accomplished in the hands of the individual investigator.
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Unfortunately, if any member of our Faculty is
proposing that his research might qualify for support by the National Institute of Health and I think
very likely thereafter our National Science Foundation, one of the stipulations that these granting
agencies make, and make not because they want to
but because they have been put to pressure by various
sub-committees in the Congress, has been work involving
any kind of health hazard to human beings does receive
a review that is beyond that provided by the individual proposing the research so that, from the standpoint of tactics in terms of qualifying for research
support, I think it is important that the institution
present a statement or a mechanism whereby for research
involving humans -- and I think this is principally the
kind that involves or might involve health hazards to
human subjects -- such research is put into a statement
that has a mechanism for this kind of review. I think
the proposal which the committee drew, which is the
committee of Dean Travelstead, was to propose a
mechanism whereby this review process could take place
at the level of the college and in the simplest manner
possible and that the over-view committee proposed is
simply a general committee to insure that this mechanism does exist in the places where it is needed.
I regard it as a nuisance, but it seems to me
an administrative nuisance and one that can be managed
without consuming an undue amount of faculty time.
Actually in the medical school we have been involved
in this kind of thing since last April simply to keep
our record clear, and it has not involved an excessive
amount of committee activity nor an excessive amount of
time.
IVINS May I ask for clarification on the points
which Mr. Fitz just discussed? Section (e) under
Procedures -- the title is "methods of procedure,"
the opening sentence is, "Interest here is in those
procedures that make actual contact with the human subject. I should like to know if the intent of this sentence is to rule out those procedures which do not
involve actual contact with human subjects and, further,
if that is the intent? Is the question of actual contact
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within the discretion of the researcher?
Fitz could answer that question.

Perhaps Mr.

FITZ Well I think that, in part, this was inserted in order to have a statement that covered
patients in the hospital where, for the purposes of
investigation, new procedures are being studied and
where in some instances the only way it can be studied
is with a "double blind '" sort of approach. This states
basically how it can be done.

tacts.

IVINS It is not designed to exclude other conIs that true?

FITZ I think that is true. Actually this procedure, as suggested, is really only a guide for the
utilization of each committee as they see fit, and in
the event a college committee wishes to set up a different set of guidelines within this policy, they are
perfectly free to do so.
POPEJOY
IVINS

Does that answer your question?

Yes, thank you.

PROFESSOR NORMAN I would like to reply to
Professor Campbell. It seems to me there are two
issues. One is the question of a college passing on
a fellow faculty member's research and, secondly, the
question of morality or ethicality, and I think probably
one of the great antecedents of this proposal, Jack,
was the familiar Liebow case at Harvard where we did
have -- did put implicit trust in two fellows who, I
am afraid -- I am sorry to say -- members of the
profession led many undergraduates astray, and I think
if they had been under the scrutiny of a faculty committee they might have avoided something very unpleasant
so I would like to say that, while I do agree with you
99-44/100% of the time that we can put faith in the
morality and ethicality of the college, we can't do it
all the time and this procedure is, I think, valuable.
POPEJOY

Professor Alexander.

ALEXANDER This is a minor point. I am curious
why this major committee, or supervisory committee,
would be appointed by the Academic Vice President rather
than the usual procedure, namely, the Policy Committee.
Can somebody answer that?

\
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POPEJOY

Dean Travelstead.

TRAVELSTEAD I don't think we felt strongly about
it, Professor Alexander.
I believe all of the things
we had in mind might be very well accomplished by the
Policy Committee. There is no great difference there.
We just wanted to be sure it stemmed through the academic arm of the University into the various departments that would be carrying on research. I see no
objection in having them appointed some other way.
Do the others have some comment on that?
SMITH

Nothing further.

I agree with you.

TRAVELSTEAD We would be willing to change it
if the Faculty felt it should be changed.
CAMPBELL Mr. President, it is getting late.
I don't want to take up time but in response to Professor Norman I would like to say this: As far as
the anthropologist is concerned, instead of leading
us to greater, if possible, morality, it is going to
be like prohibition -- it is going to be completely
unworkable in far off lands and with far off people
who are completely unlike the subjects most of you
have in mind, and in regard to experiments and
gathering of information which is completely unlike
in nature what most of you have in mind. I just don't
believe the anthropologist is going to be able to
adhere to the letter of this regulation. Don't get
me wrong. We don't go out and "hornswoggle" people
and tell lies, but gathering up anthropological information in general is different and requires, from time
to time, some improvising •••
MEMBER

•

How do you spell that last?

CAMPBELL That is my only point.
I see the
necessity, or I hope I do, behind the committee doing
this work and corning up with this proposal, but I still
vote against the motion.
POPEJOY

Professor Alexander.

ALEXANDER I was going to make a motion about
how the committee is appointed. I would like to say,
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now that Professor Campbell has made the further statement, i t was my und e rstanding -- I may be in error -that the review committee might give approval on the
strength of the character of the person conducting the
research: therefore, if they sanctioned research by a
certain professor, say, in Africa, there would be no
f urther problem. Maybe I am in error, but I think
this would take care of the anthropologist in darkest
Africa.
The motion I should like to make is that, in
line with customary procedure, this be amended to read
that the Policy Committee have the task of appointing
this supervisory committee called a University Committee on Human Subjects.
POPEJOY
MEMBER

Is there a second to the amendment?
Second ..

SMITH Small procedural point. Is it not true
that the Policy Committee recommends appointments to
the committee and the President makes them?
ALEXANDER This may be the wording.
verify it from memory.

I can't

POPEJOY I think it is the other way. The
Policy Committee makes the recommendations and comes
to see the President about the committee appointments.
Then, in turn, they come to the Faculty and make their
recommendation to approve here.
SMITH Then it should not say that the Policy
Committee appoints them.
POPEJOY

I would say, "in normal procedure."

ALEXANDER
wording is.
'l

TRAVELSTEAD

Normal procedure, or whatever the

Question on the amendment.

BLUM If Dean Travelstead accepts the amendment,
we could just vote on the motion.
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TRAVELSTEAD I will accept this as a change in the
original wording, to save time.
FITZ

The second accepts it.

POPEJOY I assume, then, you have accepted the
amendment as part of the main motion.
MEMBER Mr. Chairman, I am not convinced we have
a majority opinion on either side of this question. I
would like to ask a question of the committee who submitted the report. The intent of my question is to
suggest a possible alternative in actiono That is why
I am asking the question of any member of the committee
who might wish to respond to this. What would be your
response to the proposal that the Faculty consider the
first nine items of the policy at one time, and consider
the question of procedure as a tenth item at another
time. This would have the effect of the Faculty having
the opportunity to review the policy and then consider
further how it might put that policy into effect. My
own feeling is that there is not very much to quarrel
with in the statement of policy, but I think there is
plenty to quarrel with in the statement of procedures.
TRAVELSTEAD May I speak to that in brief, or try?
I think, in fact, the Faculty may wish to consider them
separately and I admit there might be more contention
on one than the other. It is a matter of some urgency
that the University have a total statement now and I
think they both have to be there before the first is
acceptable. There are some grants pending now for
which we do not have an adequate policy, and I would
understand that the Faculty would not wish to be influenced by this, but I think the total package is
needed now whether it is revised now or later& We
would still have to complete the job next time. Maybe
that is what the Faculty wants to do. Frank, do you
want to comment?
LOGAN I interpret it that we could do it separately, that is, postpone action on the procedure to
another time, or do both at this time.
TRAVELSTEAD That is twice the question of
practicality, i.e., money raised itself. Is there a
requirement -- I ask this of Dean Fitz -- that the
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regulation be a university-wide regulation?
FITZ

•

University-wide •

POPEJOY

Professor Cooper.

COOPER In the statement of policy, items 8 and
9 I find very vague. The number 8, "Remuneration may
be offered for the time involved in a study, provided
the remuneration is not so large as to constitute an
improper inducement to participate." I wonder what
that is.
MEMBER

That is distinct from a proper induce-

ment.
MEMBER One dollar an hour would be proper and
two dollars an hour would be improper.
COOPER I think this statement essentially needs
to be clarified. 9 reads, "Any individual may request
termination of his participation at any time and this
request will be honored promptly and without prejudice.
I don't think this is realistic at all. Why he would
have gotten together a group of people and explained
what he was trying to do, and then get his project
going, to expect to let these folks drop out after
an investment of six months' time and energy is quite
unrealistic. If doesn't serve the purpose of the
research. That doesn't say that you are going to
clamp them down, but surely let's talk to them and,
hopefully, persuade them to stay around. Then on
page 6 -- it's under Section 6(g) (1) -- on the question
of consent, and this sections addresses itself to the
situation when consent will not be required, and it
talks about, "Where no risks or harmful disclosures
are involved • • • ". Now this, I presume, means student
and Faculty doing a study to improve themselves -- a
learning experience
then consent is not required.
If a person is doing a study specifically addressed
to an issue -- take my field, education, where we
deal with children, parents, teachers, administrators
and often the public -- such a large group -- to
obtain consent is impossible. Under the present policy
infhe Albuquerque Public Schools, there are certain
kinds of tests and certain kinds of data where
parental consent must be obtained. This is certainly

45
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proper, but to make a blanket requirement for all
res earchers again seems unrealistic. It gets to
the thing Jack Campbell was talking about. Are
researchers an amoralistic group who would do anything to get data? I don't think this is true and
it makes it difficult, particularly when you are
dealing with large numbers of samples, say 2,000
children.
These three things, the two statements on
policy -- 8 and 9 -- and this matter of consent
needs to be reexamined and reformulated in the
interest of clarity and practicality. I would
like to make an amendment that this be sent back
to the committee.
MEIER

Second.

POPEJOY
MEMBER

There has been a motion to recommit.
I call for the question on the motion.

POPEJOY

What is the •••
./1£

DURRIE To commit .
it is a debatable motion.
POPEJOY

-A.CUT-"'•

majority, and

Is there any debate on the motion?

TRAVELSTEAD I would like to speak to the
motion. This would be to refer? Is that what ••• ?
POPEJOY

Yes, that is before the house.

TRAVELSTEAD It might very well be proper, and
the group can decide. I think I can speak for the
committee, we worked several months getting to this
point and I think it is likely we would come up with
the same thing unless you have some specific suggestions or changes. If this is the case, I think
it might be helpful and time saved to make those in
the form of amendments. Now if this is referred
back to me, as Chairman of the Committee I am not
at all sure what we could do with it. You will
either have to make amendments decided on now, or
refer it back with specific changes, because otherwise these eight men will come out, probably, with
the same thing .

11/15/66 , p .. 32

47
LOGAN Furthermore, the comments such as the
last one, that the p aragraph is simply not correct
h e has not read the sense of that paragraph.
MEIER The reason I suggested sending it back,
it seems to me there are still problems. I rather
ob j e c t to this blanket application to any kind of research that involves any kind of contact with human
subjects. I would like to inquire, for one thing,
whether it is necessary to do this to meet those
minimal requirements for qualifying for research
grants and for -- I would say that the best thing to
do is keep the policy down to whatever is minimally
necessary.
MEMBER

•

Hear, hear.

MEIER One thing I am concerned with is the
blanket application. Even with this routine blanket
authorization it still . requires the chairman of the
department to write semi-annual reports reviewing all
research that is going on in this area. It seems to
me utterly beyond reason unless there is some very
good dollars and cents reason to do so. There is
a critical distinction to be made in the use of subjects. I can see the necessity for some kind of
policy being required where the subjects are in a
laboratory situation where there is going to be
manipulation either in a physiological or psychological way where there is some risk involved. This is
one thing . but an informant, either in anthropological
field work, survey work or other work of this sort,
the investigator is soliciting information and there
is a relative relationship there that is quite different, I should think, than that between the human
guinea pig, so to speak, in a laboratory situation.
I just feel this thing does go too far and, unless
there is a compelling reason to go this far, I don't
see the point in it.
TRAVELSTEAD The first page of this statement
states that it is the intent of the document to protect
the University,· including faculty, students, and administration, and that the guiding principle is that
no one should be exposed to risk to health or wellbeing, and I would like to ask the question if the
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document is so restricted to research involving risk
to the health or well-being of the subject -- if it
is restricted in this way, would that satisfy the
anthropologists and educators, and so on?
POPEJOY

'·

Do you want to answer this?

CAMPBELL I would say, in all likelihood, it
would -- and the second thing I would like to ask,
why can't it be stated to the members of this body
what the minimal government requirements are? I
have the same question as already presented here
as to minimal requirements. We are going far beyond
them, it seems to me, and this is a very good reason,
I would say, Dean Travelstead, for referring the
document back to your committee.

v~

t...S'fliPrD
POPBJOY ~he answer is, nobody knows. We have
read the documents from the Institute of National
Student Health and they have said, in essence, that
there must be a policy or procedure representing the
whole university and we debated whether to try to
make three, four, or five innocuous statements
allowing considerable freedom, Jack, within the
various areas of the University, and it might be
that something less than this is acceptable and, if
so, then I think the committee would not object.
We did feel, if we got into procedure, we would
have to spell it out well enough in the way of guidelines to make it effective, or one could eliminate the
whole procedure.

TAA

CAMPBELL
we can.

Let's shoot for something simpler, if

PROFESSOR KEPPERS I would like to speak for
something of this type. I am speaking from a parent's
standpoint, not just a university professor. I think
too many times they manipulate with my youngsters
without consent. A youngster comes home and raises
the question of how many dogs there are in the house,
whether the parent loves them, whether the parent loves
the child as much as the dog, and so on, and the parents
wonder just what is going on in school. Whether this
document in this form is the final answer, I don't know,
but I certainly want to speak for something of this type
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to protect the people we work this. It is going to
be a nuisance, yes, but a necessary one, so I am
speaking for this type of document. I feel I could
live with it. I have looked at it and we will be involved.
POPEJOY

Any further discussion?

BLUM I would like to speak against the motion
to refer it back to committee~ I think it is a reasonable document and the group adopting it a reasonable
group.
I don't see what is to be gained, and see no
reason to refer it back.
WOODHOUSE Dean Travelstead asked for suggestions
if it were recommitted. I wonder whether it is necessary for the entire Faculty to approve formally of
the procedures which a committe of this kind might
undertake .
It looks as though, if we were to approve
the policy and everything as it is put together in
this package, then any time the committee wanted to
change any procedure presumably they would have to come
back and secure approval for these changes through the
same channels. I don't know whether the Faculty could
not authcrize the formation of such a committee, give
it a general charge and then allow the committee to
devise such procedures as are appropriate, necessary
and needed by the groups that are doing the research,
and allow the committee to have jurisdiction over the
question of operation without having to be bound by a
set of procedures which the committee itself might find
cumbersome and unwieldy and unnecessary for everyone.
MEMBER
POPEJOY

Could we have a vote on the amendment?
One more round, then a vote.

SMITH Mr. President, Item 4 in the procedures,
I think, goes far toward answering the point just raised
by Mr. Woodhouse. It says, "The Human Research Review
Committees shall evaluate procedures against the Policy
described above and the specific standards described in
Item 6 below, as well as such additional standards as
may be appropriate to the research area." This is what
Professor Logan referred to a while ago. The individual
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research review conunittee will use what is written here
as a guide to its procedure. It is not rigidly bound
by it, and there is freedom within this procedural
statement for adaption to the needs of the discipline
involved ..
MEMBER

Call for the question.

POPEJOY There is a call for the question to
rec7;nit this matter to the conunittee. Are you ready to
vote}
~• All in favor of the motion, indicate by saying
"aye• "
FACULTY

Aye.

POPEJOY

Opposed?

FACULTY

No.

POPEJOY The "noes" have it. I will subject the
vote to roll call if you want it. The "noes'have it.
MEMBER

Call for the question.

POPEJOY

You want to vote on the original question,

then?
MEMBER

Question.

POPEJOY The original motion is before you now,
as presented by the committee. All in favor, indicate
by saying "aye."
FACULTY

,Aye.

I

POPEJOY

Opposed?

FACULTY

No.

POPEJOY The "ayes" have it.
(There is a general
motion of departure.)
If you will just wait a minute, I
was going to make a suggestion that I would entertain a
motion for adjournment.
MEMBER

So move.
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Adjournment, 5:40 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

~,~
Durrie,
Secretary.

,

•

•
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The Mc-ster of Education in Science Degree

The Graduate Committee voted on September 22, 1966
as follows:
"that the proposal by Professor Ivins re the
M.A.T . (Mathematics) option be accepted; that
the students presently enrolled be informed
by memo that they may exercise the option of
picking up the M.A.T. instead of the M.Ed.
in Sci., and that henceforth only the M.A.T.
will be available to newly enrolled."
This action is designed to limit the availability of
the Master of Education in Science Degree to those alre~dy
in course, and is recommended to the Faculty for approval.
It would supersede a faculty action of May 19, 1964, which
the M.Ed. in Sci. was to remain Bvailable for ~s long as
the National Science Foundation supports Summer Institutes.
The Graduate Committee has been assured that the NSF is unconcerned a s to the nature of degrees which are awarded to
pnrticipants in the Summer Institutes. Hence, the present
recommendation to the Faculty is based purely on consideration internal to this campus.

The University of New Mexico
November 8, 1966
To:

The University Faculty

From:

Ad Hoc Committee on Research Involving
Human Subjects

Subject:

Recommendations for Revision of Policy

At the request of President Popejoy, an
ad hoc committee made up of the Dean of Students,
the Dean of Women, and of representatives from the
School of Medicine, the College of Education, the
College of Arts and Sciences, and the University
Health Service has reviewed a policy passed by the
General Faculty on April 13, 1965. This policy
dealt with research in which human beings are used
as subjects.
This committee feels that certain changes
should be made and is hereby recommending to the
General Faculty that the attached proposal be approved
and substituted for the present policy.
We invite your careful attention to this
matter.
Ad Hoc Committee:
Reginald Fitz
Harold Lavender
Frank Logan
Jack McCabe
Armond Seidler
Sherman Smith
Chester Travelstead, Chairman
Helen Whiteside
Kenneth Young

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
PROPOSED POLICY AND PROCEDURES CONCERNING RESEARCH
INVOLVING HUMAN SUBJECTS!

55
Revision
11/8/66

The University of New Mexico recognizes research as one of its chartered
enterprises and shares with its individual faculty members responsibility for
promoting and defending this activity when conducted under its auspices. The
following policy is not intended to relieve the individual scientist of his
ultimate responsibility for moral and ethical conduct nor to deny him his right
to reasonable freedom of inqu i ry. The policy does make explicit the criteria,
largely self-evident, by which the propriety of an action should be judged;
the procedure is designed to protect the University (including faculty, students
and the administration) against alleged violation of these criteria.

POLICY
1. In considering the participation of humans as subjects, the guiding
principle is that no one should be exposed to risk to health or well-being without being given all reasonable protection and without being adequately informed.
2. In general, the purpose of the study, the procedures to be followed, and
the possible risks involved must be explained to the subject. The investigator
must be satisfied that the explanation has been understood, and consent must be
obtained without duress or deception. Such an explanation may be postponed or
even omitted where there are no risks to the subject, and a full account of the
purpose and procedure in advance might bias the results.

3. It is the responsibility of the individual investigator to have adequate
knowledge of the possible consequences of his research, or of research done under
his direction.

4. Whenever possible, any hazards to health or well-being of each procedure
must first be investigated with animals.
5. Whenever medication or physical intervention is used, or whenever the
subject is exposed to unusual environmental conditions, proper protection and
supervision must be provided.
The individual's personal privacy and the confidentiality of information received from him must be protected.
6.

7. An individual's time should not be invaded to the extent that his
participation creates conflict with his other obligations .
8. Remuneration may be offered for the time involved in a study, provided
the remuneration is not so large as to constitute an improper inducement to
participate.
9. Any individual may request termination of his participation at any time
and this request will be honored promptly and without prejudice.

· 1This policy .applies to all research interpretable as related to ·the
University of New Me:idco, whethe;r "_ conducted ·on or r-0,tf campus, wh.e.ther done by
taculty or stude~~s, &nd whetheb or not su~ported by extra.m,ur.aJ fu~ds.

-2. ·. :... .::,.·

... . . . ...
~

~

10. The review procedures as described blow r in nd d to h lp
a positive attitude toward scientific research. Unl ss there re reli
indications to the contrary, all University of New Mexico facul y m mb
presumed to behave responsibly, and all experimental subjects should b
to contribute to the advancement of knowledge, provid d their personal
are respected.

main ain
bl e
r
e
willing
rights

,.

.
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PROCEDURES
The policy described above shall be implemented as
follows.
1. A University Committee on Human Subjects, with
general jurisdiction over these policies and procedures,
shall be established in the following manner:

Po I ; l- v C o ,,., m ; t e- e..

no m / ;t tJ. f e_

a) The 8:eadewii.e IIit2 Pre :t1:1&:F1.:e shall af4 int
persons to be selected from UNM faculty members and
ministrative officers to ser ve on this Committee.
b) The membership of this Committee shall be
broadly representative of the colleges, schools, and
departments most deeply involved in research involving
human beings as subjects.

c) The term of office shall be three years,
set up on a staggered basis. Members may be reappointed
for a second term.
d) The Committee shall elect its own chairman
at the beginning of each academic year.
2.
The role of this University Committee on Human
Subjects shall be to provide general surveillance over
the Human Research Review Committees in order to insure
comparable standards, to assist in matters of policy or
principle, and to review specific procedures on a continuing basis. It shall receive a complete file concerning
all decisions made by the Human Research Review Committees
and may request reconsideration of individual cases or may
propose more general procedural changes.
3. Several Human Research Review Committees shall
be established in the manner described below:
a) The dean of each school or college, or the
chief administrative officer of each UNM division or agency
involved in research of this type is directly responsible
that a Human Research Review Committee exist to evaluate
proposals which may come from his faculty or professional
.staff
In carrying out this responsibility, the administrative officer may establish a Human Research Review Committee
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to serve his particular school, col~ege or agency. Or,
if deemed desirable and feasible, he may cooperate with
another dean or administrative officer iu setting up a
joiat committee to serve more than one group. ( In any
case, any proposed research involving human beings as
subjects would have to be ~eviewed in advance by some
Human Research Review Committee.)
b) The number of persons to serve on a Human
Research Review Committee, the term of office, and the
type of faculty representation on such a committee would
be at the discretion of those responsible for establishing these committees. However, each Human Research Review Committee must include in its membership one or more
persons outside the college, school, or agency it specifically serves.
4. The Human Kesearch Review Committees shall evaluate procedures against the Policy described abo ve and the
specific standards described in item# 6 below, as well
as such additional standards as may be appropriate to the
research area. In so doiag, they shall call upon specialists, including where appropriate consultants not on
the University faculty, and may iuterview the investigator
and his staff. Decisions shall be reached in executive
session by the MANN rule {majority aye, no nay).
5. Each Human Research Committee shall maintain
formal records of its decisions for at least five years.
It shall receive and, where deemed appropriate, ver ify
reaffirmations by the researcher that his methods are
essentially unchanged and that no adverse conse~uences
have occurred. Such reaffirmation must be made at sixmonth intervals, although the committee may re ~uire more
fre~uent reporting on some research and may make inspections or take such other actions as found necessary to
insure compliance with the policy and procedures herein
stated.
6. The investigator shall be responsible for obtaining approval from a Human Research Review Committee prior
to conducting any research involving human subjects.
Application for approval is submitted in the form of a
memorandum approved by the department chairman or other
appropriate person and must contain complete and explicit
information concerning each of the following:

.£f the responsible faculty member.

a)

Name

b)

Name(s) of any others~ will make contact
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with human subjects. In the case of continuing research
prog rams with standard procedures, it may be sufficient
to indicate the type of assistants to be used (e.g., graduate research assistant) and the method used to insure that
they are properly trained .
. i:.

c) Title of the research. Also indicate its
status (e.g., grant~upported, dissertation, independent
study, etc.) .
d)
Objectives .2!. ~ research.
Indicate the type
of conclusions anticipated. Especially when any risks a r e
involved, the description of the objectives should be
sufficiently detailed so that the potential benefits of
the research can be weighed against those risks.
e) Methods .2£. procedure. Interest here is in
those procedures that make actual contact with the human
subject. Specifically, if any medications are to be used,
list their names and dose ranges. If "deception" is involved, describe the extent of deception and why it is deemed
necessary. If remuneration is involved, state how the
level was arrived at. In general, describe the nature of
the experiences t..1at the subjects will encounter. Include
also the methods for selecting and screening subjects, and
the amount of time expected of them.
f)
Protection measures. Give the techni~ues
used to protect the subject against unnecessary risk in
relation to the procedures just described. For example,
if medication is used, for how long will observation be
maintained to insure that no residual effects are present?
If electric stimulation is involved, how will the subject
be protected from the chance of a serious shock? If
deception or stress is involved, how will the subject be
relieved of these after the experiment? If personal or
private information is to be revealed, how will security
of such information be guaranteed? In general, describe
the precautions that will be taken to preclude physical,
social, or psychological harm. Where possible, include
reference to similar procedures previously used either by
the investigator or in other laboratories.
g} Consent. The matter of consent involves
three issues : l}
is consent necessary? 2)
if so, who
is the appropriate consenting agent? and 3} what information is necessary to insure that consent is ade~uately
".informed 11 ? In his application, the investigator must deal
with these issues so as to justify his procedure according
to the following guidelines :
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1) Where no risks or harmful disclosures
are involved, where the research is a by-product of ordinary training or treatment, and where no permanent effect
upon the subject is anticipated, consent is not re~uired.
Where some degree of deception, stress, or discomfort is
involved, where the research re~uires specific participation, or where significant changes in health or wellbeing are intended by the use of procedures that are
controversial, or not proved, consent may or may not be
required depending upon the particular study proposed.
Where risk or invasion of privacy is invol:ved, where . , :;
abnormal conditions will be encountered, or where treatment is proposed by new methods , consent is required .
2) The consenting agent shall normally be
the parent or guardian of minors, except that the consent
of college students may in some cases be acceptable .
Consent by an adult is acceptable provided there is no
question about the soundness of his understanding of the
information given in obtaining consent; where such ~uestion
exists, the next-of-kin ·or legal guardian is appropriate .
3) The amount of information necessary for
consent to be adey_uately "informed" varies with the nature
of the research and the amount of risk involved. The
investigator must submit in writing an account in lay
language of what he intends to tell the subjects in sol iciting their participation, in instructing them as to
procedures, and in insuring them their right to withdraw
without prejudice . The experimenter may, but is not
required to, obtain consent in writing from the subjects .
In any event, he is re~uired to maintain a record identifying the subjects, to note therein that each subject was
informed in the manner described in his written account,
and to sign his name indicating that the subject understood the research to the extent indicated and agreed to
part i cipate.
h) Changes. Any changes in methods or procedure from those described above or any unexpected conseY.Uences adversely affecting the subjects will be brought
promptly to the attention of the Human Research Review
Committee involved .
7. Continuing approval may be granted when the
essentials of methods of procedure remain unchang ed over
an extended series of studies; in this case, reassurance
must be provided at six-month intervals. Minor modifications of procedure may be approved as a supplement to
prior general approval .

8. Where relatively standardized methods and procedures have been developed (e.g., ethnographic field
studies, learning of paired associates, etc.), the
appropriate department chairman or other persons responsible for the agency or division in which the research
is being conducted may, on application, be granted blanket
authorization to approve such studies without further
review. The semi-annual report must include a listing of
specific approvals granted in sufficient detail to permit
the Human Research Review Committee to review this standing authorization.
9. A student's advisory committee may authorize
preliminary pilot research.
10. A faculty member must retain ade~uate records
concerning the procedures described above.
Specifically,
records indicating informed consent should be held for
at least three years after a subject has participated, and
especially where invasion of privacy might be at issue,
after the results have been published and the final disposition of the original protocols has been made.
11. Whenever a procedure has been disapproved by
either a department chairman or a Human Research Review
Committee, the investigator may appeal to his department
chairman, his college dean or directly to the University
Committee on Human Subjects, as appropriate.
The mechanism for reconsideration, if warranted, is discretionary.
The committee may be asked to reconsider; an ad hoc
committee of the faculty may be appointed to act as an
appeal group; experts not on the faculty may be consulted.
The final decision should rest with whatever appeal
mechanism is established in the individual case.
If the
appeal should result in approval, the records of the disapproval shall be retained but, in the case of an application for grant support, only the record of approval
shall be forwarded to the granting agency.
12. This statement shall be distributed by the Secretary of the University annually to the entire faculty.
All faculty members share the responsibility for compliance
with the policy as herein stated, but first-line responsibility resides with the individual faculty member for
all work done under his direction and second-line responsibility resides with the department chairman who should
remain cognizant of the research activities within his
department.
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Annual Report to the Faculty:
Scholarships, Prizes, and Loans Committee

November 15, 1966

During the Spring semester of 1966 the Policy Committee defined
the duties of the scholarships and PrizGs Committee as advisory to
the Director of student Aids, changed the name of the Committee to
scholarships, Prizes, and Loans Committee, and appointed th~ Director
of student Aids as executive secretary of the Conunittee. All these
changes are simply recognition that loans from the Federal government
are becoming a major source of moneys for financial aid to students,
that aid programs are both so large and, where Federal money is used,
subject to such scrupulous accounting that only an expert can administer an aid program or report on it, and that therefore a faculty
committee can act only as a recognized liaison group between the
student Aids Office and the University Fcculty.
In that capacity,
then, we present to the F~culty a summary of the Annual Report of the
student Aids Division, July 1, 1965-June 30, 1966, prepared by Charl~s
J. Sheehan.
The student Aids Division has grown so large as to require an
Assistant Director: Mr. John McClure holds that place. The Division
is especially pleased with its program of high school visitation, in
which the visitors found in 103 New Mexico high schools 2,843 students
whose test scores and general showing in interview marked them as
worthy of special attention. A great many (the exact number is not
available} received further attention from departments of the University in which they had expressed interest and from the student Aids
Division. Mr. Sheehan asks that all departments prepare descriptive
brochures on departmental offerings, opportunities offered majors
after graduation, etc., to be given interested students at the time
of visitation.
The accounts of the Division of student Aids have been audited
by several agencies. All accounts have been found in perfect order.
Representatives of all agencies who have examined the organization
of the office have been pleased.

.. 3

LOANS

Amount

Individuals
National D~fensc Student Loans
U~ited Student Aid Funds
Cuban Student Loan Program
Nursing student Loan Program
TOTAL

832
477
43
13

$

399,900
227,776
24,000
6,100

1,395

$

657,776~

SCHOLARSHIPS AND STUDENT ASSISTANCE FUNDS
Amount

IndividUc1ls
Tuition Jcholarships--Freshman
Tuition Scholarships--Uppcrclassmcn
Activity 3cholarships--Frcshrnan
Activity Scholarships--Upperclassmcn
Miscellan~ous Scholarships
Trust Fund Scholarships
Honors ?rogram Scholarships
M-3 Program
Studant Assistance Funds
TOTAL

203
114
110
190
586
106
33
26
33

$

33,762.50
18,900.00
20,017.65
44,687.00
202,384.50
25,644.91
11,312.50
29,875.00
2 705.00

1,401

$

389,289.56

EXPECTATIONS FOR 1966-67 GUARANTEED BY
THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION AND WELFARE
Individuals
(approximate)
N~tional D-fense student Loans
Guaranteed Loan Program
Ecucational Opportunities Grant
Work-study Program

950
800
200
500

Amount
$

550,000
500,000
84,000
465 000

TOTAL
2,450
$1,599,000
(The; United Student Aid Funds will be 2.bsorbed into other government
programs.)
Edith Buchanan, Chairman
Roger C. Entringer
Virginia Reva
John M. Rhodes
Florence M. Schroeder
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(A)

THE DRAFT AND THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS
The basic ~inciel~ behind the followi~g resolutions is:
a clear separation of the draft from educational processes is
necessary for the best functioning of each.

that

Some important reasons in support of this basic principl~ are:
(1) If academic grades are used as part of the criteria of draft
classification or selection, then some stud.e nts may be tempted
toward cheating, dishonesty, cribbing, etc.: such behavior is
incompatible with effective education. We do not wish to encourage
such negative values.
(2) If academic grades are used as part
of the criteria, then students are driven toward over-emphasis on
grades as the end product. students under such pressure demand
simple syllabi and lectures easily memorized and regurgitated.
Every detail is geared to achieving higher grades. Methods of
analysis, discursive discussion, independent and diverse ideas,
novel explorations, laboratory experience, etc., do not pay off in
higher grades, yet are the more important values in the educational
process.
(3) If academic grades are used for selection, then
certain social injustices result: (a) those who have wealth go to
school while the poor go to war; (b) students will select easier
colleges and easier courses, thus supporting what is of inferior
standard; (c) those students born with higher I.Q.'s, or those who
had better educations in lo~er grades are exempt, while the average
students from poorer· schools are sent to war. Let us remember that
we, as citizens, are responsible for the existence in our society
of such poorer schools.
These ~aso~ are sufficient to show why academic criteria
must be sharply separated from draft criteria. If not separated,
the educational process is poisoned in many ways.
With this basic principle and these reasons before us, we
offer the following resolutions:
(1)

The university, the college, the teacher and the
student, in order to preserve good education, will
not provide any records of grades or other academic
ratings to be used for Selective Service procedures.

(2)

The university, the college, .Q!: the teacher, in order to
preserve the rights and freedom of each student, shall
not coerce, pressure or endorse the student in any
manner with respect to Selective Service.

( B)

STUDENT DRAFT DEFERMENTS

WHEREAS, the singling out of college and university
students for deferment from the draft cannot be justified by
military considerations, and is unjust, in terms of the risks
to l i fe and limb involved in a rmed con flict, to those young
men who lack the financial resources, cultural background or
intelligence necessary for attendance at an institution of
higher learning; and
WHEREAS, in an age characterized by limited warfare and
the development of nuclear weapons for use against major
population centers in the event of a general war, it is
wholly unrealistic to believe that a just selective service
system would present any special danger of sacrificing a
large proportion of the nation's "best brains; " and
WHEREAS, any scheme of student deferments that defers
some, bu~ not all, college and university students must
necessarily involve a process of drawing distinctions among
students that may seriously interfere with the e ducational
objectives of both academic institutions and individual
students; and
WHEREAS, a selective service system based on a common
lottery -- as utilized in the Second World war -- would not
only avoid the problems heretofore cited but would also tend
to promote thoughtful and responsible consideration of issues
of war and peace among all groups of our citizens;
BE IT RESOLVED, that the University of New Mexico Chapter
of the American Association of University Professors favors
the elimination of draft deferments for college and university
students and urges that a common lottery be adopted as the
basis for any selective service system.

(C)
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The drafting of college students, or their deferment, concerns
us all more, I suspect, than would appear from letters to the papers
or from attendance at meetings. It occurs to me that this concern
seems less evident because people with more extreme views drown
out thoughtful and troubled consideration which remains still amorphous because so few public statements reflect middle-of-the-road
attitudes. I should like to give expression to some moderate
views and suggest a resolution which embodies them.
Deferment and exemE,tion. Many speakers talk of deferment as
if it were a synonym for exemption. The argument for deferment is
simple: it is better for young men to do their military service
after college rather than before. It is probably better also for
the armed services this way. This is not to say that the statement
is true for all cases; I think we all know of instances where
military service before completing college has fitted men for more
serious attention to their studies than was the case earlier.
Exemption from military service must always depend on the
requirements of national safety and welfare. Thus if a student
is deferred and later accepts a job in an exempted profession or
industry, we must consider that he acts in the national interest.
My personal explanation for the fact that men show more interest
today than formerly in the teaching profession sterns from better
pay schedules rather than from the hope that the scarcity of
teachers will persuade draft boards to grant indefinite deferments.
Purpose of the draft. The draft was instituted as a means of
giving military experience to the male population so that in case
our nation is threatened by war, we may bring our people to a
state of military preparedness with greater efficacy. Training
is therefore its chief purpose. If this is so, we may rightfully
object to the practice of sending draftees into the war in Vietnam.
That should be a war for the professional armed services rather than
for the ci vilian~soldi:er.
This is not to say that we should withdraw from Vietnam and
thus dash the hopes we have raised there of seeing some ultimate
solution in which the democratic process has viability. At the
same time, like most Americans, I suspect, I am troubled by this
war and hope that every advantage for peace may be explored.
Vietnam does not, however, pose the threat to our nation which
justifies sending civilian-soldiers into battle unless they volun- .
teer for such service.
Racial minorities and the poor. A persistent criticism of
college deferment runs that in deferring college students we discriminate against racial minorities and the poor. Such an argument appeals to many intelligent and charitable people but it is
not, I believe, a valid one. In the first place it confuses deferment with exemption and, in the second place, it calls for the
wrong conclusion. It is true that the draft calls up more racial
~inorities and poor than it does well-to-do people but the situation
~s.a criticism of society rather than of the draft. Racial minorities are likely to be poor until they escape poverty by seizing
~very opportunity to improve their education (and I am for assisting them in every way to acquire the education they are capable of
absorbing).
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There is even a bright side to the fact that the poor outnumber the others in the draft (assuming that we do not send
draftees into battle). Not many of us are tempted to recommend
the armed services as educational institutions but we can easily
recall men who learned useful trades wh~le serving their stint in
the army, the navy, or the air forces.
Obligation of the University_ to its students. If it is in
the best interest of students to be deferred until they receive
their colle ge de g r ee, t hen it is surely t he obliga tion of the
University to provide the draft boards with evidence of their bona
fide status as students. The necessary corollary to the proposition
is that the Unive r sity should provide evidence also if the students
fail to maintain such status. I hear no opinion in favor of having the University exist as an acceptable alternative to the draft.
Because of these considerations I propose the following
resolution as being appropriate to passage by any segment of the
University community:
Inasmuch as the purpose of
experience for a substantial
of the United States in case
migh~ o~ some foreign power,

the draft is to provide military
portion of the male population
we are menaced by the military
we hereby resolve

First, that draftees should under no circumstances be sent
into a war that has not been formally declared to exist by
the Congress of the United States, and
Second, that police actions or wars, such as that being
waged in Vietnam at the present time should be fought by
military professionals, and
Third, that status as a bona fide student should
continue to be acceptable for draft deferment of five
years, or until termination of the baccalaureate degree,
whichever should come first, and
Fourth, that the Administration of the University be
urged to cooperate fully with the public bodies charged with
the responsibility of administering our draft laws, to the
end that the University shall remain an educational institution and not become a haven for draft-dodgers.

(D)
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May 18, 1966

General Lewis B. Hershey
Director
Selective Service System
1724 F Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20435
Dear General Hershey:
The University of New Mexico plans to follow fully the guidelines published recently by the Selective Service System for
the deferment of college students. We realize that there are
many inherent difficulties in prescribing such guidelines for
a nation as large as ours. It occurred to me, however, that
it would be appropriate to spell out for you some of the crucial
problems which several members of our faculty and administrative
staff believe will arise as a result of the steps which are required by the Selective Service System at this time.
As you know, these guidelines consist of three major requirements, namely, (1) a minimum credit hour load per semester,
(2) a minimum rank in class at the end of each school year,
and (3) normal progress toward a degree.
I. The guidelines when taken together and applied to students
in a given college or university reflect no recognition of some
of the important differences in individual students.
A. Many students must work part or full time to
finance their education. If success in this educational
endeavor is to follow, one can hardly expect these students
to complete their undergraduate education in four years,
carrying fifteen to seventeen credits each term.
B. Many able students from the standpoint of measurable academic aptitude and achievement are emotionally and
c~lturally unprepared to step into a college environment
with a full load of studies and with unerring choice of
degree objective. Though this is a common problem among
students, the incidence is much greater among talented
young people from small communities, from minority groups,
from relatively low level socio-economic backgrounds, from
weaker public educational systems, etc.
II. The guidelines when taken together do not reflect a
recognition that no two colleges or universities are alike.
A. The type of student body will vary considerably from
one institution to another.
B. The significance of letter grades and minimum academic
standards will vary considerably from one institution to another.
C.

Geographic difference obviously weighs heavily.
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III. One cannot assume that each cappble student will select
a school that tends to match the abilities and needs of that
student. Nor can one assume that were the student to be
fortunate enough to match himself and the school, each could
adjust to the new experience at the same pace. Nor can one
assume that each student that does choose the correct school
and does make the necessary adjustment will choose the correct
and desirable final educational or vocational goal so that he
can move from first year status to second to third, etc., and
maintain the requisite rank in class to meet the guidelines of
the Selective Service System.
A. To assume any or all of the above is to deny all
statistical evidence and reality.
B. To ignore this evidence is to base deferment on a combination of desirable socio-economic background and luck.
IV. The concept of a four-year program is a traditional concept
and is based on possibility. The facts nationally, and particularly at this university, show that nearly one-half of the
successful graduates require five or more years to succeed in
obtaining a degree in a publishedfuur-year program. The
evidence indicates that in reality "normal" is five to six
years.
A. Individual considerations, coupled with in-depth
counseling in keeping with accepted academic, psychological,
and guidance procedures, very often dictate that a student
carry a lighter load than that required to finish in four
years. This is particularly true in the freshman and sophomore years.
B. Well over fifty percent of all entering students are
either undecided as to major or switch fields as they learn
more of themselves and about the various fields of study
available to them. In most such cases this entails one or
more additional semesters to reach graduation.

c. The culturally handicapped must make adjustments,
~articularly in language and other deficiency areas requiring remedial work of a non-credit variety, which will extend
the period for eventual graduation.
On7 can go on with specific examples and cite statistical
7vidence indefinitely. However, the essence of the argument
is that each student is an individual having particular problems and needs. Averages are meaningless and particularly
dangerous when they are used to formulate regulations that
will affect so greatly the individuals on whom they impact.
What is normal for one is not normal for another in the complex problem of developing one's potential through an
educational experience.

Furthermore, the above argument is not made on behalf of, or
oblivious to the existence of, the malingerer, the "professional
student," or the student who does not have the inate ability
or desire to succeed in college. Though some of these exist,
it becomes most difficult to identify them. To prevent these
from avoiding their military obligations by using quantitative
measures that are not based on reality and that will capture
more of the legitimate students referred to above than those
we seek to identify is to defeat the end sought, namely, a
steadily increasing supply of educated citizens and particularly
from the so-called disadvantaged groups.
Several alternatives suggest themselves. The first of these
would require that the Selective Service System, upon recognition of the above differences, delegate to the colleges and
universities the power to certify given students as making
"normal progress," based upon the individual student's performance and within the published rules and regulations of the
institution. Trust imposed in the respective colleges and
universities is subject to abuse, but few if any would take
advantage of this possibility. To adopt an opposite view
would cast doubt on the integrity of the educational institution in which the very education of these youths is entrusted under the present deferment regulations. Furthermore,
flagrant abuse by any institution should not be difficult to
detect.
1

'

This is the only possible way that individuals may be treated
as such in individual institutions where particular circumstances can be known and weighed. The place of decision,
authority, must be synonymous with the place where knowledge
resides, and this requires localization of decisional authority if the many variables mentioned above are to be considered.
The second alternative requires a recognition that the military
manpower demands do not permit the luxury of the educational
objective with accompanying deferments unless the inequities
referred to above are to be perpetrated and perpetuated. It
seems most questionable whether this nation can either rationalize these inequities or compromise the basic principles of
equality in both opportunity and risk inherent in our traditions. If this be the case, then the policy of student deferment should be abandoned and reliance should be placed exclusively upon the lottery, pure chance. This would be the most
equitable, democratic device, and it would conform to the best
American tradition.
Sincerely yours,

Tom L. Popejoy
President

National Headquarters
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SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM
1724 F Street NW.
Washington, D. C.
20435
June 2, 1966
Dr. Tom L. Popejoy
President
The University of New Mexico
Albuquerque, New Mexico
Dear Doctor Popejoy:
This acknowledges your letter of May 18, 1966, concerning
student deferments in selective service.
It is undoubtedly true that some students, for various
reasons, do not progress at the normal rate in college, and do
not finish a four year course in four years. The present high
rate of student deferments would indicate, however, that a great
number of students are maintaining normal progress in their work .
It must be recognized that deferments, including student
deferments, are granted in the national interest, and not for the
convenience of the individual. The Selective Service System is
charged with the responsibility of meeting the nation's military
manpower requirements, while at the same time maintaining the manpower necessary to the civilian economy, including defense support
activities.
For this reason, student deferments must be reserved for those
students who have definite academic goals and are progressing satisfactorily toward these goals. The student who is undecided about
his goal, or is making slow progress in school, may find that this
may well be the best time to fulfill his military obligation, returning later, as many veterans have in the past, with increased
maturity and ability, and a more definite goal in life.
Regarding the suggestion that a lottery be used to determine
who shall be inducted, it is readily apparent that even a lottery
must have some exceptions: hardship, physically, mentally or
morally disqualified, and those whose civilian activities are
necessary to the national health, safety or interest. A system
of classification is therefore inevitable. It is, moreover, in
the best tradition of our system of government that each man's case
be decided on its own merits, rather than left to chance.
It is, of course, difficult to bear the responsibility for
making value judgments of such vital importance, particularly when,
because of imperfect knowledge or imperfect wisdom, we know that
some of our decisions may be unjust. But it is of the utmost importance to our society that such decisions be made, using the
most rational and just criteria that we can, and to then accept
the responsibility for the consequences. It would be the most

tragic of ironies if man, who has so long been subject to tq_e _ _
vagaries of nature, finally obtains through science both the
knowledge and the means to control it -- but commits himself to
the uncertainties of a lottery for want of the humanity to make a
responsible decision.
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For The Director,
( Signed)
KENNETH S. GOODRICH
Captain, USNR
Chief, Manpower Division

* * * * * * *
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF STATE UNIVERSITIES
AND LAND-GRANT COLLEGES
1785 Massachusetts Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C.
20036
202 462-3888
May 25, 1966
President Tom L. Popejoy
The University of New Mexico
Albuquerque, New Mexico
Dear Torn:
Thanks for the copy of your letter to General Hershey. Confusion
about the Selective Service System is what might be described as
"rampant" and I think one of the major problems is that there has
been no high-level public review of the present system, with an
examination of the reasons behind it, the alternatives, and their
implications. This was done during the Korean War and the present
system had general public acceptance.
Most of the present discussion has been on the basis of whether or
not the present system is "fair" as among people of various incomes, educational attainments, etc. Your letter to General
Hershey is an excellent statement of the arguments, based on this
assumption.
The intent of the Selective Service Act, as opposed to universal
military service, or to dependence on a lottery system, was not
one of being fair to individuals in terms of seeing that each had
an equal chance of being called for military service.
It was, instead, based on the theory that at any stage of mobilization we ought to call into the armed services those who can best
be spared from civilian life at that particular time and in that
stage of manpower need. Thus we have an extensive system of deferment, even under full mobilization, for "critical occupations".
The theory of higher education deferments was based on the idea
that it was in the national interest (and within the necessities
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of manpower requirements) to continue in higher education those who
are making the best and fastest progress toward their educational
objectives .
For a considerable period it was not necessary, to meet manpower
requirements, to draft any college students who were making
"satisfactory progress" toward a degree. It is now necessary,
to meet manpower requirements, to draft a considerable number of
students who are making what may be considered satisfactory progress. The question is: which should be called first.
With the
above assumptions and unc.er these conditions, is it wrong for
Selective Service to say that preference should be given to students
who can finish in four years (and will then be available either for
military service or for service in an occupation deemed "critical"
enough for further deferment, and are they better -- rather than
worse -- prepared to cope with the academic requirements of the
institution?
You are quite correct in pointing out that this is unfair in terms
of the resulting heavy relative incidence of military service on
those with lower incomes, poor educational backgrounds, or various
types of individual problems. Some adjustment for the disparities
between institutions, etc., is made by the fact that either class
standing or test scores may be used. Thus the "upper half of the
class" in any college is eligible for deferment, even though the
top student in the institution might fall below the bottom student
in another institution in terms of test scores. The use of either
test scores .Q£ class standings was a compromise:
On the one hand
to meet the objections of those insitutions we felt whose students
would be drafted disproportionately if test scores alone were used;
the other to meet the criticism of institutions who said it would
be unfair to draft students who happened to be in the lower half
of their classes but might be at the top some place else.
What I am leading up to is (1)
That manpower requirements do not
now permit deferring of all students on the basis of "satisfactory
progress," and (2) This puts us up against the hard choice of
"compromising the basic principles of opportunity and risk inherent in our tradition" or, by adhering to them, adopt the
lottery system of pure chance, which is a way of saying that in
our advanced and highly technical society our future doctors,
p~ysicists, linguists, and the like are just as expendable as our
filling station operators.
There are various other factors I might mention:
One is that there are several hundred thousand -- it runs into the
millions -- of young men who are deferred from military service
because they cannot meet the entrance requirements. They are
rarely mentioned in the discussions of the "inequity" of the
burden of the military service on the poor and the intellectually
and educationally deprived but they are, nevertheless, virtually
exempt under present standards.
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we could make military service more "equitable" with respect to
the college student group by raising the requirements for entry
into the Armed Services, thus automatically cutting much more
heavily into the student group, and at the same time increase the
numbers in the lower echelons academically who are exempt.
We could achieve substantially more equity by abolishing volunteering for the Armed Services. As you know, many "college type" young
men volunteer for service in the Air Force or Navy in order to be
sure of missing the Army. If we abolished volunteering there would
be a substantial increase in draft demands on the college group,
and they would be distributed more equitably among the Services.
We could substantially step up the support and recruiting of the
R.O.T.C. {as the Army would like to do), thus obtaining more
college students committed to military service after completing
their education.
My personal opinion is that leadership in re-evaluating policy
should come from those most qualified to judge the country's
relative requirements in terms of national security. We have a
law on the books now that says specifically that deferment may be
granted college students. It was put there after extensive studies
by the country's then top manpower experts. We are going to need
another full review and discussion and decision, which all the
people can read about and share and discuss, before we can
settle down and accept whatever policy is agreed on as the best
for this time.
Sincerely,
(Signed)
Russell I. Thackrey
Executive Director

(E)

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO

November 7, 1966

To:
From:

President Pooejoy, Chairman, University Faculty
A.H. Koschrnann, Chairman, Deoartment of Electrical
Engineering

Subject:

Point of Order on Agenda for Meeting, 15 November, 1966

On the basis of the Faculty constitution, Section 2, I request the
chair to rule Resolution
* out of order. Section 2 lists areas
of resoonsibility of the University faculty and would a ? pear to
imoly that these general areas are the limits for matters that are
proper for official consideration by the faculty.
Sec. 2 Responsibilities: The University faculty
shall have the right of review and final action
in regard to the following:
(1) formulation of
institutional aims; (2) creation of new colleges ,
schools, and departments and divisions; (3) major
curricular changes and other matters which in the
opinion of the President of the University or his
delegate affect the institution as a whole; (4)
requirements for admission and graduation and for
honors and scholastic performance in general; (5)
approval of candidates . for degrees; (6) regulations
affecting student life and activities; (7) policies
of appointment, dismissal, and promotion in academic
rank; and (8) general faculty welfare. Provided,
however, that actions taken by the University faculty
shall be subject to the authority of the Regents in
matters involving finance, personnel, and general
University policy.
I do not see how any honest reading of the letter and spirit of
this paragraph can include the faculty telling the federal govern~ent how to select men for the army or whether they should also
induct women. At no point is the Selective Service asking a

*Any of the resolutions asking the faculty to officially express
~ ~Pinion on Selective service policies.
The one resolution
asking the faculty to do something, i.e. refuse permission for
the student to send hi-;-grades except to people approved by the
faculty, is a separate matter.

President Popejoy

-2-

November 7,

1966

7

faculty member to do anything that is not in keeping with his
usual professorial duties.
If the Selective Service policy
of the federal government is a oroper matter of official
opinion on the part of the faculty, then so is almost any
other matter, birth control, abortion, income tax exemptions,
the dog licensing laws in Albuquerque, and the endorsement of
political candidates.
If we are to s9end the official time of the faculty in attempting
to solve every political problem that catches the interest of
some crusading professor there will not be much time left for
the business of teaching.
I agree that the topic of draft
deferments is of considerable interest, particularly to the students involved, but it is not appropriate for official action
by this University faculty.
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To:

University Faculty

From:

A.H. Koschrnann, Chairman, Department of Electrical EngineeriIXJ

Subject:

Request for Policy Formulation

Because this faculty has on occasion in the past, and again recently,
been asked to act on certain resolutions which appear t o be oriented
more to political affairs than to academic affairs, it is proposed
that a policy be drawn up to define those matters which are legiti mately within the authority of the faculty and those matters which
should not be considered for official action by the faculty. Such
a policy might consider the following:
1.

All matters relating to the admission of students, grading
systems, awarding of degrees, establishment of degree programs, discipline of students and faculty, academic freedom
and tenure, faculty working conditions - shall be considered
proper matters for faculty consideration. In general any
motion which calls for action by faculty or students on any
matter related to education in the university shall be considered appropriate.
~ ----

2.

All resolutions calling for action by any group outside the
university - or expressing an opinion of the faculty to an
outside group - such as approving or opposing war, approving
or opposing segregation, approving or opposing social security,
approving or opposing federal appropriations for education,
approving or opposing birth control, approving or opposing
current draft policies, endorsing candidates for political
office - are matters of personal political opinion, and
are not appropriate for official faculty action.

This in no way is intended to limit the personal involvement of
faculty and students in political activity; but such political
activity should be undertaken as an individual or as a member of
an organized group such as the Republican and Democratic Parties,
the John Birch Society, the A.A.U.P., the League of Women Voters,
and the like - not as official university opinion.
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November 7, 1966

To:

University Faculty

From: A.H. Koschrnann, Chm., Department of Electrical Engineering
Subject:

Motion:

When a motion or resolution is passed by the University
faculty on a matter which is not under the authority of
this faculty, but rather calls for action by some party
outside the university, or when such faculty action in
effect expresses an opinion on matters which are not
under its jurisdiction, it shall be the right of any
faculty member to have his dissenting vote recorded
under his name. When such a resolution or motion is
publicly released or conveyed to a party outside the
university, the names of all such dissenters shall be
attached.

J •
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November 7, 1966
To:

University Faculty

From:

A.H. Koschmann, Chairman, Department of Electrical
Engineering

Subject:

Resolution:

Whereas the academic community steadfastly resists any intrusion
into academic matters by public officials acting in their capacity
as representatives of the government:
Be it resolved that, in turn, the members of the university
7ommunity, acting in their official capacities, refrain from any
intrusions into matters which are primarily political.
Comments:

..,
.. .

i

!

....

''

I

To clarify the meaning of official capacity, we consider that a
student as an individual or as a member of a voluntary society
could speak on political matters - the official student government should not; a faculty member as an individual or as a member
of a_voluntary group such as AAUP could endorse political
candidates - the official University Faculty should not.
There are at least two basic arguments for this "non intervention
J?Olicy":
1.

!f the universities, officially, are going to become
involved in political matters, then in all fairness we
can expect the government and politicians to meddle in
academic affairs.

2.

One aspect of freedom of speech is the right not to have
someone else speak for you. One can resign from v~luntary
groups when they express opinions for the group which are
co~tr~ry to the opinions of some. However, where membership is automatic, such as the student body and the
University Faculty, it is improper for the group to speak
fo 7 or render official opinions except on matters over
w~ich the group has authority, or in which the group is
directlx involved.
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To:
From:

University Faculty
A.H. Koschmann, Chm., Department of Electrical Engineering

Subject:

Resolution:

Whereas the majority of faculty and students are loyal
citizens of the United States:
Whereas acceptance of the laws of the land is a
fundamental responsibility of citizenship:
Whereas the procedures for challenging or changing
undesired laws are well established and operating
both in the courts and the legislative branch of
government:
Be it resolved that the faculty go on record as urging all
segments of the university community to obey the laws of the
land and to cooperate* with the various representatives of
government, within the ability of the individuals and the
university. When it seems necessary to challenge an
existing law, this should be done in an orderly fashion
and care should be taken that the rights of other students or faculty members are not abridged.

*e.g.

collection of income taxes, collection of Medicare
taxes; submission of information regarding fair
employment; information related to discrimination
in fraternities; information on student enrollments
to NSF, NASA, and other fellowship granting agencies;
sponsorship of Peace Corps training programs; sponsor~
ship of Reserve Officers training programs; participation in phases of the war on Poverty; cooperation
with Selective Service, and the like.

